Abstract
Introduction
Agricultural and extension education professionals continue to play an important role in agricultural and rural development. Proper education and training, as reflected in higher education curricula, are essential to the success of these professionals. However, due to demographic changes in society and the fast-changing fields of agriculture and rural development, there is a significant challenge in keeping agricultural and extension education curricula relevant. For example, Sulaiman V. and van den Ban (2000) examined the case of India and found there is a need to revise the agricultural extension curricula to keep pace with changes in the agriculture sector. Haug (1999) identified several current issues related to agricultural extension including: …the role of the state, reductions in public spending, financial viability, partnership, privatization, institutional structures, decentralization, participation, gender, local knowledge, pluralism, and sustainability...(p. 263) Rivera and Zijp (2002) present evidence that radically different institutional arrangements in extension are currently being undertaken in an increasingly large number of countries. Coupled with these changes are budget cuts to agricultural universities and public sector extension organizations as well as a general lessening of attention to agriculture and rural development on the part of governments worldwide.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this study is rooted historically in a social reconstructionist perspective of curriculum development (Brameld, 1956) , highlighting curricular relevance to socio-economic development. Further, the Tyler model of curriculum design as described by Madeus and Stufflebeam (1989) frames the study through recognition of the needs of society, the needs of the learners, and the structure and nature of knowledge as important elements in the process.
An ever-growing body of literature related to curriculum, learning and teaching for agricultural and extension education has been produced in recent years. In some cases, curriculum development processes focus heavily on stakeholder input (for examples see Radhakrishna and Veerabhadraiah, 2002; Zinnah, Steele, & Mattocks, 1998) . In other cases, curriculum development draws heavily on input from the academy. For example, Levander (2000) surveyed 15 European universities to learn about theoretical frameworks, bodies of literature, and curricula used in teaching extension education. Survey results yielded a list of background theories utilized in extension curricula including those related to adult education, business and marketing, communication, counseling, evaluation, teaching and learning, management and leadership, and field theory. In addition, Levander identified literature of special relevance to extension education (Table 1) . A similar list from U.S. universities could not be identified in the literature. Röling and de Jong (1998) described the shifting paradigms in education and extension studies, specifically identifying the learner's own awareness of learning processes as vital to experiential or discovery learning. This perspective supports the use of participatory rural appraisal, participatory technology development, and other forms of learning community activities as the basis for learning and for change.
Purpose and Objectives The purpose of this study was to develop recommendations for curricular change in higher agricultural and extension education based on the gap between current course content and anticipated areas of importance as identified in recently published literature. The objectives of this study were to: 1) analyze what we currently teach in higher agricultural and extension education; 2) identify recent research and professional writing themes in the field; 3) examine the gap between current course listings and recent literature; and, 4) use these analyses to better understand curricular options.
The authors were curious whether the substantial changes that Rivera and Zijp (2002) reported in extension systems had an analog in the realm of courses in agricultural and extension education. In short, we wanted to know, at least in the U.S., if our profession "preached" what it practiced in research and publication.
Methods and Data Sources
This study was designed to be descriptive and exploratory. The study examined existing agricultural and extension education course descriptions at 22 public universities in the United States (Table 2) . With the exception of Texas Tech University, all are land grant universities including two universities established under the second Morrill Act of 1890. The 21 land grant universities constitute one-fifth of the 105 land grant universities in the US. The 22 universities were purposely selected by the authors using the following criteria: a) they offer majors related to agricultural and extension education; b) they serve states where agriculture is an important contributor to the economy; and c) all five U.S. geographic regions established by the Board on Agriculture Assembly, National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges were represented. Some public universities were not included because they do not offer majors related to agricultural and extension education. However, no attempt was made to include every university offering a major in these areas. Course description summaries for undergraduate (B.S.) and graduate (M.S./Ph.D.) programs that appeared on university web sites in June, 2003 for departments offering courses related to agricultural and extension education were selected for review. It was assumed that course summaries generally reflected what was taught in the course. Course themes were separately assigned a code as they emerged. These category codes were modified, collapsed, and expanded as the analysis proceeded, ultimately establishing 20 theme categories. This approach, based on a grounded theory approach, was used since no previous studies undertaken in this area were found as guides. In all, the categories for undergraduate and graduate courses were different in 18 of 20 cases.
A parallel analysis of recent literature related to agricultural and extension education and published in four refereed international journals was conducted to identify publication trends (Table 3) . Titles and abstracts from a total of 684 refereed articles published between 1998 and 2002 were examined. Each article was then assigned to one of 18 researcherdeveloped categories that emerged during the analysis process. The work was conducted by a team of advanced graduate students and cross-checked by the study's supervisor to improve inter-rater reliability. The study compared existing course themes in agricultural and extension education with the themes identified in recently published articles. There are several limitations that should be noted. 1. In the U.S., it is common to find agricultural education and extension education topics intertwined in university curriculum. The analysis of courses and the analysis of refereed journal articles treated this as one subject area referred to as agricultural and extension education. 2. All four journals are international in stature. However, it is clear that the Journal of Extension publishes articles that primarily address topics of relevance to U.S. domestic extension programs and the Journal of Agricultural Education publishes articles that primarily address topics of relevance to U.S. domestic agricultural education. 3. Not all of the refereed publications found in the four journals reported on research, but they were included because it was assumed they represented some important aspects of current trends in the field. In the Journal of Extension, both feature and research in brief articles were included in the analysis.
The Journal of Extension was included
because it represents a large body of literature. However, it is different in its orientation than the other three journals in that it includes a significant emphasis on extension in non-agricultural settings. Also, a potentially confounding factor in the ranking of the published themes might be the larger number of articles published from 1998-2002 in the Journal of Extension (276) compared to the other journals (range: 100-199). 5. This project examined only U.S.
institutions in the survey of courses at 22 public universities. However, the review of refereed journal articles drew from 4 international journals in an attempt to capture the latest global trends. The articles appearing in the 4 journals were produced by professionals from all over the world and not just from the 22 U.S. universities surveyed. 6. Analyzing curricula solely through a web-based review of course summaries has its limitations since each course may cover more than is mentioned in a summary and students take courses outside of departments of agricultural and extension education. As Levander (2000) found, despite these methodological limitations a number of useful conclusions can still be developed.
7. Additional U.S. universities could be added to the analysis but the authors speculated that additional universities would likely not dramatically alter the profile of course theme distribution that emerged.
Results

What are we teaching in higher agricultural and extension education settings?
Tables 4 shows the most frequently listed course areas at undergraduate and graduate levels respectively. The tables display only the top ten general areas of course content in each category. What are the current themes appearing in key refereed journals? Table 5 shows the themes identified through the review of 684 titles and abstracts of articles in four journals and their rank determined by number of occurrences. Using the results of the above analyses, this study also examined the gap between current course listings and recent research and professional publication themes to determine how well the subjects in relevant field journals align with the subjects of agricultural and extension education courses in the U.S. Table 6 shows a side-byside comparison of course content vs. published themes for the ten most common curricular themes and the ten most common journal themes. Journals are only one source of information to consider in identifying new curricula. This analysis is not meant to suggest otherwise. Stakeholder opinions and needs, practitioners in the field, and a variety of end users of agricultural and extension education services should also be major contributors to curricular reform.
Future investigations could profitably include analyses similar to this one but conducted in conjunction with university curricula in Europe, Asia, Africa, Latin America/Caribbean, or Oceania. These analyses would help to address whether the gap is an international phenomenon and to identify regional differences that may inform the discussion.
We cannot afford to move into the future using only the rear view mirror. We have to be constantly scanning and anticipating new trends. With the introduction of highly relevant curricula, we can better prepare future human resources for agriculture and rural development as well as for leadership roles in a multifunctional agriculture context.
